. Women who want to experience natural childbirth demand in advance that their doctors withhold pain medication to preserve the memory of the birth, but at the onset of labor, they renege and demand relief (Christensen-Szalanski, 1984; Schelling, 1984 On the other hand, when risk is involved, the intertemporal difference in the cost/benefit balance could be due to decision makers' perceptions of risk; decision makers may exhibit an optimistic tendency to believe they can control the odds or the magnitude of potential future loss (March & Shapira, 1987) . This perception would create a discrepancy between subjective discount rates for future negative and positive outcomes. Losses, pain, payments, etc., (Henderson & Quandt, 1980, p. 327 ). Since Fisher's (1930) Loewenstein & Prelec, 1989a and 1989b; Shelley, 1990) . Some of these departures were identified by early theorists as causes of inconsistent intertemporal choices and suboptimal planning (e.g., Strotz, 1955 and Thaler, 1981 (Strotz, 1955; see also Thaler, 1981 (Thaler, 1981 ; Benzion et al., 1989; Shelley, 1990 Conard, 1963; Stevenson, 1986; Benzion et al., 1989 (1989) and Stevenson (1986) , the multiple-period extension has not been supported and is not addressed in this study (Benzion et al., 1989 (March & Shapira, 1987 
Previous Empirical Studies
In a recent investigation of intertemporal choice, Loewenstein (1988) described three question frames that can be used to investigate intertemporal choice: a neutral frame, a delay frame, and a speed-up frame. Both the delay and speed-up frames induce reference point shifts that appear to increase implied subjective discount rates for positive outcomes relative to the rate produced using the neutral frame. Thaler (1981) found that delayed receipts produce higher implied rates than delayed payments. Benzion and colleagues (1989) (Shelley, 1990 ). This suggests that Loewenstein's concept of a neutral frame will be useful for isolating the effect of outcome sign alone on discount rates (Shelley, 1990) . Both Thaler (1981) and Benzion et al. (1989) found that discount rates tend to vary inversely with time distance and absolute outcome magnitude.
In the early 1970s, several direct tests were made of the proposition that people choose more risky options when outcomes are delayed (Nisan, 1972; Jones & Johnson, 1973; Nisan & Minkowich, 1973) . The results were mixed. Jones and Johnson (1973) and Nisan (1972) found fairly strong evidence in favor of the proposition. Nisan and Minkowich (1973) did not. The discrepancy in results appears to be associated with the interaction between the chosen dependent measure and the time delays included in the experiment. Subjective discount rates were not estimated in any of these early investigations even though the prediction in two relied on a theory that posited faster discounting of loss than gain outcomes (Miller, 1959 
where tig[£(t)] and Tll[£(t) ] are the gain and loss implicit risk factors, respectively. The size of the implicit risk premium has tended to depend on the absolute magnitude of the outcome (Benzion et al. f 1989) . This implies a ratio function represented in Model (4) as rix(C(t)) = e-dxCW. The risk rate is d x (x = g, I); and £(t) = if t = 0, or £(t) = 1 if t > 0. In the discrete case, nx(C(t)) = (1 + d x £(t))- The Linear Model
The utility/value function is linear and discount rates are allowed to vary across gain and loss outcomes. The model assumes there is no implicit risk premium.
(2)
The Full Model
The utility/value function may be nonlinear and discount rates are allowed to vary across gain and loss outcomes. The model assumes there is no implicit risk premium.
The utility/value function may be nonlinear; discount rates are not allowed to vary across gain and loss outcomes. The model assumes there is no implicit risk premium.
The Implicit Risk Model
The Model (2) with that of Model (3), using an F statistic (Gallant, 1987 (Anderson, 1982 (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979 Schumaker, 1981; Stevenson, 1986 ). All models were fit using Marquardt's compromise procedure as the nonlinear regression algorithm; outcome magnitudes were constrained to fall between 10 (for the $1000 outcome) and -9 (for the -$900 outcome); and the immediate time parameter was fixed at one (e.g., 5(t) = e _r1 = 1 at t = 0).
To test the time parameter predictions specified in the previous section, gain and loss time parameters were estimated for each subject and each model. Implied rates were computed using the continuous compounding formula, 5g(t) = e'" (o|(t) = e"^). 
S-shaped Value Function
The results of an ANOVA ( Figure 2 ). All the proposed models imply that in arriving at an SEV value, (1) probability, time, and subjective gain and (2) • The independence assumption reflected in the conventional discounting model implies constant-rate discounting overtime, but previous evidence (Thaler, 1981; Benzion et al., 1989; Shelley, 1990) suggests that discount rates tend to decline with delay length. This has been labeled the "common difference effect" (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1989a ) and has been identified as one cause of dynamic intertemporal inconsistency (Strotz, 1955; Thaler, 1981 (2) and (4)), respectively. In Figure 6 gain and loss discount rates appear to be converging, but Figure 7 shows that once the implicit risk rate has been extracted, gain and loss rates appear on visual inspection to decline at about the same pace. (Lopes, 1987; March & Shapira, 1987) . It now appears that payoff timing is a dimension of context that influences risk preferences. March and Shapira (1987) (Mischel & Ebbesen, 1970; Mischel, Grusec, & Masters, 1969; Lopes, 1987; March & Shapira, 1987 (March & Shapira, 1987 , p. 1412 Lopes, 1987 
